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| | [ Advertisement. ] 
TO THE BOARD OF DEPUTIES OF BRITISH JEWS. 
(Concluded from page 56.) 
Having ascertained that the Board is summoned to meet on Wednesday 
next, I have determined to place in the hands of its members the close of my 
address to them previous to that time. I shall, therefore, without further 


preface, resume the narration which, in last week’s Chronicle, | had brought 
down to the death of the late Chief Rabbi. a : 


In the month of February, 1843, two meetings were held, purporting to be 


_ of the several metropolitan and provincial synagogues, relative to the office 


of Chief Rabbi. Among other resolutions unanimously agreed to, the 20th 


expressly prohibits “ that he (the Chief Rabbi) shall on no account denounce | 


o7n (anathema) against any person, neither shall he deprive any member of 
his religious rights in the synagogue, without the consent of the committee 
of the congregation to which such person shall belong. ” | | 

I mention this resolution, to show that no excommunication can in future 


be pronounced. ‘I shall have occasion to consider the second part of the 


resolution when I narrate what happened respecting the funeral of the late 


Mr. Elkin. | | 


The memorial before alluded to being at this time about to be presented 


to the authorities of the Great Synagogue, a meeting took. place, pur- 


porting to be of an association for preserving inviolate the ancient rites and 
ceremonies of Israel. The chairman commenced the proceedings by alluding 


to the memorial, which had, as he considered, unfortunately been received © 
_ by the vestry of the Great Synagogue; and stated’ that the object of the 


meeting was to get up a counter-memorial. This was read; but 1 have not 


been enabled to procure a copy; but its contents may be gathered from its — 
authors, who reckoned among them the very party instrumental in getting 


up the excommunication. and one of whom is now a leading member of the 
Board of Deputies. It was received by the vestry, and has, we must sup- 
pose, furnished sufficient reasons for shelving the memorial. 

Ihave before stated, that the Jewish press was then uniformly hostile to 
the new synagogue. One of the papers, conducted by the late Rev. D. 


- Meldola and Mr. Angel, having been discontinued, was re-commenced by 


the present proprietor, and is now the medium of my present letter. It 
professed to be open to the communications of all parties in the community ; 


and it is but justice to say, it has hitherto (in some instances to its detri- | 


ment) continued to be conducted on those principles. I deem it proper to 
notice this, as I shall have occasion frequently to quote from its columns. — 


On the 6th December, 1844, and following numbers, appeared a series of 


letters signed “ ConcitiaTor,” the purpose of the writer being to prove, 
that though the congregation meeting in Burton-street were not qualified to 
innovate, still that they have not mutilated our ancient faith so as to place 


_ themselves out of the pale of Judaism. He then proceeds to analyse the first 
volume of the Prayer-book ; and concludes ‘that those of our orthodox | 


brethren who have unwittingly attributed to our brothers of Burton-street 
great and sweeping innovations, will no doubt feel, as I have done, delighted 
to find such is not the case.” | | 

The second letter is occupied with a review of the second volume, and in 
considering the nod °w nan, after stating the variations, he asks, “* Would 
not the Scriptural selection impress both young and aged with the obligation 
of the Passover, better than such speculations as those in our 7727, in which 
the different Rabbins calculate whether there were fifty or two hundred and 


| Jifty plagues, etc.? Although some persons may regard these remarks as 


superfluous, yet they are forced upon me to avoid being misunderstood ; 
and particularly having admired the Scripture selection used in. the Hagodah 


of our brethren in Burton-street, I may add, that in this I am merely con- 


sistent—believing it is better to drink from the clear and refreshing fountain 


of God’s holy word, than from the more turbid sources of human intellect.” | 


The third letter is simply an analysis of the third volume, or New Year 
Service, which calls for no extract ; the fourth letter reviews the service for 
the Day of Atonement; it notices the omission of *17 52, and says “ this has 
been interdicted by some of the continental governments, although our sages 
have declared these vows have not an absolving power in civil affairs, nor in 


any moral obligations between man and man. We are thus warranted in 


concluding that the Burton-street Congregation have dispensed with this 
form without intending to derogate in any way from the faith of Israel. He 
then goes on to say, if they have less prayers, the deficiency is well made up 
by two discourses in the vernacular tongue,” ete. 

The subsequent letters are occupied with a similar examination of the 
remaining volume, and from the whole of which the writer deduces, 
“that our Burton-street brethren have not rejected all Rabbinical autho- 
rity, though they give the preference to the dicta of the Torah, parti- 
cularly when any usage seems opposed to the infallible injunctions of 
the holiest and best authority,” etc., etc.; concluding, “that as 1 have 
a constitutional antipathy against all kinds of persecution, I have made 
my protest against that worst kind, the odium theologicum so unjustly adopted 
against the members of the Burton-street congregation.” 

The reason I have noticed these letters is, that it was the first time that: 
an analysis of the condemned prayer-book was brought before the public eye, 
and though I am unacquainted with the writer’s theological attainments, still 
it was the voluntary tribute paid by one, who, though not fully agreeing with 
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the alterations made, because unauthorised, sought to prove that no ground 
existed for the denunciations against it, nor for the persecution it engendered. 
I now proceed briefly to notice another publication, which originally ap- 
peared in the Algemeine Zeitung des Judenthums by D. Oppenheim, and 
which was translated and inserted in the Jewish Chronicle, “ On the age of the 
Jewish Ritual.” This publication seems a work of great labour and erudition, 
and flatly contradicts the assertion of the Caution, that the authorised rituals 
date from the time of the great synod. I may be pardoned, therefore, for 
noticing its most promising features. ** The exact time of the compilation of the 
Jewish prayers into a formally arranged ritual is difficult to be ascertained, and 
we must at once state the impossibility of advancing anything with certainty 
concerning it. It is, however, unquestionable that, at the time of the com- 
pilation of the Talmud, no written ritual, systematically arranged, was in ex- 
istence. We find a strict prohibition of it in both Talmuds quoted in the 


 Tosephta (vide Sabbath, T. 115), and this prohibition seems to have prevailed 


in its full power at the time when the Talmud was compiled. Had it been 
otherwise, the Talmud would. certainly have made some mention of it. . 

impelled by the necessity (as the commentators of the Talmud themselves - 
admit) of adopting some means, an attempt was made to arrange the 


_ Prayers and to circulate copies of them in the period of the Gaonim or per- 


haps that of the Seburaim. The many conjectures and variations, the 
number of doubts and questions on forms of prayer and portions of Divine 
service severally, which frequently occur in the Talmud, can only be explained 
by the then nonexistence of a collection adopted and taken for a general 
standard. ‘The separation of the two chief rituals of the liturgy—the Spanish — 
and the German—occurred also in the period of the Gaonim, who undertook 
the above-mentioned compilation. 2. Amaram Gaon, who flourished in the — 


ninth century, is the author of the Sidur of the Germans, which, though 


composed for the Spanish Jews, was not accepted by them. A brief sketch 
follows of the men_who were the authors, emendators, and compilers of the 
prayers from the men of the great Synod to the times of the Siburim and | 
Gaonim, “the latter period was the most productive of this class of litera- 
ae and gave birth to the whole of the voluminous collection of our 
He then proceeds at length to analyse the Sidur itself, through which my 
limits do not permit me to follow him, having stated enough to satisfy the 
candid reader, that the authors of the Caution had not studied very pro- 
foundly the history of our liturgy or of the various modifications it had © 
already undergone in its descent to us. = aoe 
_ ‘The conduct of the present Chief Rabbi towards the West London Syna- 
gogue of British Jews will now be considered, in which it will be seen . 


- that he carried out the Cherem of his predecessor with far more severity 


than did Dr. Herschell ; for he did not exact either tests or abjurations. 
Application was made to the authorities of the Westminster Synagogue, by 

a Mr. Hyman, to procure a licence of marriage with Jape Angel, daughter of 

a servant of the West London Synagogue of British Jews ; the warden accori- 


ingly brought it before Dr. Adler, relating all particulars, who gave his uncon- 
| ditional assent, stating he could see no objection to the marriage. 


Three 
days afterwards, the said warden was requested to call on the reverend gen- 
tleman, who informed him he had re-considered the matter, and since the 
bride elect was a member of the Burton-street Synagogue, he had determined 
in calling before him both contracting parties. The narrative of Jane Augel 
states she attended at the house of the Chief Rabbi, according to order, ac- 
companied by Hyman; that Dr. Adler reprimanded Hyman for engaging 
himself to a member of a Synagogue under the ban of excommunication, and 
declared he would not suffer the min:ster of the Western Synagogue to per- 
form the marriage ceremony unless she then and there signed a declaration 
renouncing the said Synagogue and its usages ; that on the Doctor leaving the 
room to procure the declaration, which it seems was already prepared, Hyman 
had in the mean time represented to her that it was evident that without her 


| signing it, the marriage would not be permitted, she was induced to affix her — | 


signature, and that without consulting her father. Thus all doubts were at 
an end upon the construction of the cherem, those who were of opinion that it 
was only a caution, that it had not the character of a decree, but might be 
the forerunner of one were unhappily mistaken. I think it necessary to 
state, however, that mixed marriages between parties belonging to the ortho- 
dox and reformed communities have since taken place, and, whilst, on the one 
hand, it has been confidently asserted a similar renunciation in those cases 
had been obtained, this assertion has been as confidently denied by relatives 
of the parties. It is not for me to say which side states the truth ; but it is 
lamentable that such a power should exist, and still more lamentable that it 
should have been at all exercised. | 
In consequence of the foregoing transaction a meeting of the mem- 


bers of the West London Synagogue was called, when it was determined 


that the correspondence on the subject between Dr. Adler aod the warden, 
Mr. F,. H. Goldsmid, should be published, with an appeal from the con- 
gregation to their brother Israelites throughout the kingdom, which was 
accordingly done. This document, it is not my intention to recapitulate, as 
most of the topics it contained have been herein alluded to. I shall merely 
copy part of the conclusion, which is as applicable now as when it was first 
sent forth. | 


“ Brethren, we are fulfilling a solemn duty in earnestly calling upon you to 
express your sympathy with our sense of the wrongs hitherto inflicted on tis, 
by your plain protest against any further encroachments upon our privileges 
as members of the Jewish community of Great Britain. e invite your de- 
claration for the revocation of the Herem still in force (and so lately acted 
upon) which, but for the enlightenment of the age and of the people in and 
among which it is our happy lot to have been born, could not bat be fraught 
with consequences most disastrous to our common welfare, but which, as it 
is, materially tends to tarnish the fair name of the Jewish community to the 
estimation of the world. We are not impelled to this step by any narrow 
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affected by the operation of a hundred ecclesiastical excommunications, 
- are actuated by the 


JEWISH CHRONICLE. 


consideration for our personal and immediate intefests: these, as you are well 
aware, are safe by the existing laws of this realm, “We 
desire to uphold the honour of the race to which we 
belong, and by the wish to preserve or to re-establish peace and cordiality 
between our congregation and the general ‘body with whom, at the expense of 
“a interest, we would live on terms of perfect concord. 

“ 


e do in no wise implore ~ intercession on our behalfas an act of 


mercy or of indulgence: we claim it as a measure of justice due to your- 
selves no less than to us. We remind you of the imminent danger with 
which the precedent afforded by the course pursued towards the West Lon-’ 
don Synagogue is fraught to our common liberties as Englishmen; of the 
indignation which we have all loudly expressed against the imposition of a 
test on a brother Jew by a Prussian or Russian despot, whenever such tests 
interfered with the Israelite’s freedom of belief. ; 
whether you can continue, as boldly as you have heretofore done, to claim 
from your fellow-citizens an exemption from tyrannical attempts upon your 
consciences, whilst you concur in, or calmly permit endeavours of a similar 
character towards a minority of your own co-religionists, brethren in country, 
in race, and in faith? Remember the many lessons taught by the history of 
sectarian contentions; call to mind the innumerable examples where the 
efforts of intolerance have recoiled with retributive force on the oppressors. 
To you, therefore, Jewish brethren and compatriots, we address ourgearnest 
appeal. We call upon you by every tie that can endear one Israelite to 
another, to protest energetically against this violation of the rights of 
conscience, and to shew that you are no participators in the work of 
persecution. | 


“Our cause is now before you: we leave it in your hands, confiding in the © 


sympathy you will shew us, and in that ardent love of religious freedom 
which, as you are Englishmen, must be inherent in your breasts.” 

This appeal was unnoticed: by all the congregations in the kingdom, with 
the exception of St. Alban’s-place ; two meetings took place to consider-in 
what degree the social condition of the community is affected by the exist- 
ence of the anathema, fulminated by the late Chief Rabbi against the members 
of the West London Synagogue of British Jews, “‘and further, to consider 
the propriety of memorialising the Rev. Dr. Adler thereon ;” when, after 
‘tumultuous discussions, and a scene of great confusion, a motion for an ad- 


journment was put and carried sine die; and thus the matter terminated, 
find, about this time (5th November, 1847), a member ‘of the Sephardim 


congregation, not being satisfied with the determination of the elders of that 


body to refuse the repeal of the Escamot before alluded to—unless according | 


from being in the least — 


Nay more, we ask you . 


to the decision of two members of the Beth Din (the third dissenting), it was — 


applied for by the members who had seceded, and on their promise to return 
to the parent synagogue—proposed to refer that question, and the excom- 
munication of the joint Beth Dins, to the learned authorities of Amsterdam 
or Leghorn, which was negatived. It appears, however, that a learned Rabbi 


at Leghorn, a profound Talmudist, of strictly orthodox principles, was ap- 


plied to ; who, in reply, wrote a private letter, in Hebrew, an extract from 
which, translated from the Hebrew, appeared in the Jewish Chronicle of the 
5th November. From its length, I can only give the pith of the reply :— 


“In reference to the declaration issued by the joint ecclesiastical courts | 


of the Ashkenasim and Sephardim, in consequence of the alteration of the 
ritual form, I state it (the declaration) is not legal according to the tradi- 
tional law, and not sanctioned by the Shulchan Aurach, because— _ : 
“The alteration of the Tephilah is not one of the twenty-four trespasses 
enumerated in the Joreh Deah, by which the perpetrators incur the penalty 
of Cherem. .. . In fact, as the ritual forms of the congregations of Italy 
differ among themselves, and these again vary from those of Germany and 
Poland, and those again are differing from one another, each community 
would have to be excommunicated by the other if the law of the London 
ecclesiastical Board were to be enforced. I altogether deny to the present 
Ecclesiastical Courts the power of issuing a Cherem.” | 


He concludes by saying, “ Remember, my beloved brother, that were those 


confessing other creeds to quibble and to squeeze and to strain obscure : 


Talmudical passages, what would become of us and our claims to liberty?” 
The thought is too horrid to dwell upon, and he that understands it, let him 


be silent. 


I shall now have to notice the proceedings consequent on the demise of © 


the late Mr. Elkin, which happened on the 2nd of January, 1848. This 
gentleman, it is well known, took a leading part in the discussions which 
ensued on the promulgation of the Caution and Declaration, and the oppor- 
tunity of casting odium on a powerful opponent was not to be lost, more 
especially upon such a zealous advocate of the New Synagogue. It is not 
my intention to enlarge on a topic so painful to all who knew him ; but, in 


justice, I must state, that this gentleman had been, previous to the formation 


of the new congregation, and continued during his life, a seatholder of the 
Duke's-place Synagogue, that his wife had been buried in the ground 
belonging to that establishment, that wishing to have a grave next toa 
beloved partner, he purchased the adjoining grave, that, though a member 


of the synagogue in Burton-street, he continued to pay all demands made 


upon,him by the Duke’s-place Synagogue, and which were regularly called 
for. Notwithstanding, it was determined that the usual rites of burial, 
performed by the Rev. H. B. Ascher, should, in his case, be performed bya 
nonclerical, the undertaker, Mr. Hendricks. This being refused by Mr. Elkin’s 
family, the only modification to be obtained was, that the beadle of the syna- 
gogue, Mr. Pyke, might officiate instead. This was, of course, refused; and his 
remains were interred in the burial ground of the new congregation. Eve 


_ attempt was made, without effect, by Sir Anthony Rothschild and the other 


wardens but the ecclesiastical authorities were inexorable. With this I 
close the narrative of the establishment of the West London Synagogue of 


British Jews, simply adding, that a larger synagogue being necessary, from 
an increase o 


consecrated. 


fits members, a new one was built in Margaret-street, and — 


Subsequently, on the death of a respectable merchant, who lived out of | 


the pale of Judaism, his family wished him to be buried in a Jewish ground ; 
the desire was complied with, as if he had been the most orthodox person in 
the community—and this is justice ! 

Ihave nowto mention the proceedings of your Board relative to the 
West London Metropolitan Jewish School, Red Lion Square. This school 


was established by membersof the reform synagogue, assisted bythe members 
of the other congregations ; that itis confined to no synagogue in particular, 
That, though in the 
e in Margaret-street, it has 
anagement gentlemen of the 
festival, they reckoned 


but is open to, and is frequented by children of all. 
receipt of an annual grant from the synag 


always numbered among the Committee of 


other congregations ; and at the first anniversary 


among their contributors the elite of the nation. 


The Board, at that timé, being the only acknowledged body representing 
the Jews, through whom all correspondence with the Privy Council was to 
be carried on, prepared a model deed for its gprs this model deed con. 
tained a clause, declaring that all schools shall, as to the religious instruc-— 
tion given therein, be subject to the visitation.and control of the Jewish eccle- 
siastical authorities, certified as such from time to time to the Committee of 
Council on Education by the London Committee of Deputies, under the 
hand of its president for the time being. That this clause was intended to 
exclude this school from all participation in a government grant, was manifest 
to all; indeed other educational establishments protested against it; and, 
in compliance with the public feeling, at a meeting specially convoked for 
the purpose, it was resolved “not to present it at present”; and another 
clause was afterwards substituted, of a less exclusive character. We after- 
wards find that the President of the Board, when applied to by the Registrar. 
general for a return of Jewish schools in England, omitted to return the one 
in Red Lion Square. : : 

It is not my intention to dwell on the various elections for Depu- 
ties, the returns sufficiently attest the improved feeling of the various 
communities towards a persecuted portion of their co-religionists, for 
the majority of the new members evidently owe their return to their promised 
advocacy of a more liberal policy towards them than they have hitherto 
received from the Board. I would only instance the Duke’s-place synagogue, 
where a gentleman who advocated these opinions was selected in preference 
to a gentleman of high standing in the community, the only objection to 
whom could have been, that he belonged to the extreme orthodox party. 

Respecting the controversy that has arisen as to the legality of the elec- 
tion of the four gentlemen whose returns are disputed, I think a few addi- 
tional observations will not be deemed out of place. The attempt of 
Mr. Louis Cohen, in the first instance, to pass a resolution in a meeting 
which numbered only fifteen members, to the effect that, any member or 
seatholder of any place of worship, not recognised as such by the ecclesi- 
astical authorities, shall not be eligible to be elected as a member of the | 
Board, was so manifestly illegal, and has been so clearly proved to be so, 
that little more on the subject need be said. That the four members were 
eligible, according to the laws established for the government of the Board 
at its first institution, is proved by the attempt to disqualify them ; it is, in 
fact, denying to the congregations who chose them the right of saying whom 
they should admit as members of their body, a power which does not exist 
in the Board of Deputies, whose constitution never gave them the authority 


to interfere with the management of any synagogue. 


An attempt has been made to sustain these objections, by quoting the . 
Marriage Act, which empowers the President of your Board to certify to the 
Registrar General any person as secretary of a Synagogue in England, of 


| persons professing the Jewish religion. Should the party quoting this section of | 


the Act deny the West London Congregation to be Jews; he has gone 


|| far beyond the profounders of the cherem. As to parliament only recognising 
- the Jewish religion in its totality, it is giving a Christian legislature a power 


over a Jewish community which they have never ventured to exercise over 


any of the denominations who dissent from the established church, and it — 


might be as well for the reputation of the Board if they imitated so tolerant 
The recognition ofthe Board by the act can be no further religious, than 
their own constitution warrants, further, if the secretary of the West London 
Congregation certified to the Registrar General that any marriage performed 
was according to the usages of the persons professing the Jewish religion, is 
the objector prepared to say that such a certificate would be untrue ? The ques- 
tion of the excommunication has only, as before repeatedly stated, relation 
to the Prayer Book ; this has been proved, I hope, satisfactorily not to be con- 
trary to the oral law, on authority, at least equal to the propounders of the 
cherem ; and itis a further question whether any authorities, however consti- 
tuted, legally have power of anathematising their Jewish brethren. z 
My limits do not permit me to follow this writer through all 
pleadings, which have been so well replied to by others. 


his special 
In the former part of this letter, I quoted from a series of letters by ‘“* Con- 
ciliator.” Under his name, a letter appeared a short time since, which as it 
bears upon the question, I shall briefly notice. This gentleman, it seems, kindly 
took an active part in an endeavour to effect a reconciliation; but his efforts were 
unavailing, because the West London Synagogue refused a conference, saying, 
“We are in cherem,” at which he expresses his indignation. Why we never 


| admitted the justice of this cherem ; we always protested against it ; and any 


approach to a reconciliation could only be attained by its unqualified abolition. 
I will not enter into any argument when he likens the whole Jewish body to 
a club of gentlemen, convinced, as I hope he is, that there are many con- 
gregations who use different liturgies and different ceremonies, and are still 
recognised by each other as brethren. | | 

His strictures on our refusing a conference with the committee appointed 
by your Board can be as easily answered. The Board, in its correspondence 
with Mr. Elkin, refused to address him as Warden of the West London 
Synagogue of British Jews—whether meant as an insult or not, I will not — 


stop to inquire ; but if even he had been addressed by his proper designa- 


tion, a conference with a body of laymen to discuss a purely religious ques- 
tion could not have been assented to. One of the committee seems to have 
felt that difficulty; for he wished the powers of the committee to be — 
defined. | | | | | 

Having now placed the whole of the proceedings relating to the unhappy 
dissensions which have so long existed in, the community fairly before you, I 
have only to add, that I have proved— ; : 

That the refusal to admit even the question of a reform. in the ritual 
service alone led to the formation of the new synagogue. 

That the condemnation of the Prayer Book was based on error, and 
therefore the excommunication was invalid, and should be unconditionally 
abolished. | | 

That the refusal of the President of the Board of Deputies to certify, con- 
sequent thereon, comes under the same category. 

That the desire for a reform in the ritual, was expressed by a large and 
respectable portion of the community, but has hitherto been unavailing. 

Lastly, that the conduct of Dr. Adler, in the cases of Jane Angel and the 
late Mr. Elkin, was in violation of the rules established for the regulation of 
his office. 

It is now, Gentlemen, for you to say whether these acts of injustice are 
still to be continued—whether bigotry and oe shall still va the 
place of justice. You may be told, that precedents cay be found for all and 
everything that has been done. This is, alas! too true; and even if the 
power extended to carry this persecution to the death, a precedent could be 
found, which unborn ages will have still to deplore. 

7, South-row, Huston-square. 7 ON. S. 
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